One of the many ennoblements of "eslay Liebeler by Edward J . Epstein Is 


because he found the testimony of * tb . d clen MerlWcontradlc tory" and "worthless" 
(Inquest, p. 135). The use of I-irs. ‘“erkhera's testimony in the u eport, accornln^J® 
to Liebeler, "could noriouoly affect the integrity and credibility of v.he entire 
report" (pp. 137-8). ever this Epstein* a hero had "e heated exchange" with the lawyer 
writing that part o£ tb-2 ^eport ( p • 135) • 

Liebeler' s knowledge o f ^rs.^rkhem was not second h-=nd. It is he who interrogated 
her beginning 10 a.*. July 23, 1064 in the office of the U.3. Attorney in ‘Dallas. 

It therefore becomes appropriate to examine Liebeler the interrogating lawyer 
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in terms of his performance jfoUmr u’uun iT n c hi‘l t-je-ol other interroRatifirn nn-sh.n 
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„re. “srkham had perjured herself before the Commission. Hers was not Just e 
tiny case of jrrjury. It wa^ e whopped!? She denied having hod any conversation, espec- 
ially any telephone conversation, with slerk Lane, then representing Mrs. Wsrguerity 
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Oswald. Hera denials were persistent end resolute. 

l’ho real purpose of Liebeler’ s interrogation of Mrs. Ksrkten was to got her 

to purj^e her perjury. 

So we ask him first if Jhe succeeded. ; hen he wh 3 finished, was -rs. -erlchem 

still e perjurer or had she come clean, enough to meet the requirements of the low. 

For example, did she ever cone right out and say, "yea, 1 did have a telephone call 

from Uerk Lane and durinc it I said things other than what 1 swore to before tbe 

Commission, especially in my description of the man 1 identified as ObwsIq". 

in his interrogation, Liebeler wsa assisted by Dalles Secret Service Agent 

John Joe Rowlett, who manned the tape recorder over which Urs. “’arkhom heard herself 

o f it 

in this phone conversation end by a stenographic transcript/made by tbe IBI. 

During the interrogation, “Ts. Markham was understandably put out at having 
been proved a liar. She characterized the men (who ahe never named) wpo made the 
tape recording as, "not no better than Oswald". She told Liebeler " That was dirty 


in that man doing that." Without need, Liebeler replied, "Well, I think that thet'3 


right". 

Possibly Liebeler might want to explain why he offered the unnecessary comment 
that the nun who prove . to the Commission that its eyewitness to the murder of Officer 
J. D.Tippit was e perjurer wan "not no better than Oswald" {fliS-t- tfo 

At the end of her testimony -“re. 'arkhem professed to be afraid of an invita- 
tion to appear en international TV with President Johnson. Howlett assured ^iebeler 
that he hod assuaged Mrs. Markham’s feersyover the telegraphic invitation. 

"Will I get in trouble over this'/" she asked Liebeler. 

"X don't think so, Mr 3 . Merkhara, he replied. 1 wouldn t corry about it. 1 
don’t think anybody is going to cause you eny trouble over that." 
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At this point in the transcript there appear words never spoken. They are 

A 

"referring to the telegram", ^eceuso the printed transcript is prepared from 
wtenogrephic typescripts and because those typescripts ere still cl3S3ifiea "Top 
Secret", it is not possible to know who put the words there. Ytes it Liebeler* The 
Commission’s editor* The stenographer* /(f U*bo\*r6 n ttnUirl &>STr# *■'**'*• 

boos Liebeter went us to believe that ^rs. Markham wee not worried about e 
perjury rep but was worried about being on TV with tbe President of the United States* 
Are we to believe that it was by association with the President she could "get in 
trouble over this ", the "this" here not identified with the edded words " referring 
to the telegram" end that she was not et ell worried about perjury* 

Liebeler' s recollection on ell of this was refreshed when on July IS, 1963 Imeent 
him e copy of WHITEWASH with a letter calling this particular pasaage to his attention 
and soliciting his comment. Tie bee not responded. If he boo forgotten ho need only 
gin nee et peges 115-7 of WHITEWASH* 

Perhaps be c-n no* tell us how as counsel to tbe President’s Commission he 
turned in e record that shows a perjurer wes unafraid of perjury but feared LBJj. ~nd 
whether or not.^t^R the requirements of the law he teaches, she et\cunlly purged her® If 


of perjury. 


